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Mr. D. Heath; Prof. G. Brink. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien called Senate's attention to the document on Concordia 
University Enrolment Statistics for 1975/76 and 1976/77 
(DOC-US-76-10-D14) which was distributed for information at today's 
meeting. 


He also advised that a statement has been released which gives the 
background and the present situation concerning the threatened strike in the 
S.G.W. Library. Negotiations are continuing. 


Dean Campbell advised that he has been informed that Dr. J.W. O'Brien 
was about to receive Honourary Degrees from both McGill University and 
Bishops University. Senate responded with a round of applause to his 
suggestion that it would be most appropriate for Senate to offer 
congratulations to the Rector for the honour which was about to be 
bestowed upon him. 


Curriculum Changes - 1977/78 


Concerning the curriculum changes for 1977/78, Dr. O'Brien drew 
Senators attention to the report from the Curriculum Coordinating 
Committee (DOC-US-76-10-D1) which was distributed earlier and to the 
report on the costs of curriculum changes (DOC-US-76-10-D15) which has 
been distributed today. He pointed out that while document US-76-10-D15 
covers both undergraduate and graduate curriculum changes, Senate would 


not be dealing with graduate curriculum changes until the December 1976 
meeting. He also pointed out that the report (DOC-US-76-10-D15) is based 
on potential costs to the University and does not include costs which 
Faculties and Departments are prepared to absorb themselves. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that Senate consider the curriculum changes in the 
order in which they appear in the U.C.C.C. report (DOC-US-76-10-D1). 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that the basic document from U.C.C.C. was 
document number US-76-10-DI but pointed out that Senators also had a 
single sheet which was distributed today which was an addendum to 
US-76-10-D1. The addendum contained things that have been done, or 
have arisen, or are the result of some kind of reaction between the time that 
the report was prepared and today. 


As a general introduction to the whole operation, Prof. Whitelaw advised 
that we are essentially bound by a certain time schedule which imposes its 
own particular problems and this is the decision at the moment that we 
should publish an early Calendar, largely but not entirely for recruitment 
purposes. It had been hoped that the curriculum proposals would come to 
the Committee in the Spring. As a matter of fact, those which did come to 
U.C.C.C. in the Spring afforded an opportunity to clarify a number of 
points over the intervening months. If all Faculties could meet this deadline, 
a large operation like the current one probably would not be necessary. 


He appealed to Faculties to try and have their submissions into the 
Committee in the Spring so that this preliminary work can be done. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that U.C.C.C. hoped to shortly propose to Senate 
other ways of handling this annual operation. 


He explained that the degree of consultation between various elements still 
does not seem to be as good as it should be and last year U.C.C.C. had 
appealed to departments, when you had two departments of the same 
discipline, that perhaps there might be some communication at the 
department level before changes start rolling through the system. Also, we 
are still working within the curriculum structure in terms of honours, 
specializations, majors, and so on, and there is one item which still has to 
be clarified. This is the matter of double majors which was raised last year 
in Senate and before we come to a decision on a specific point like that, we 
should perhaps have a better look at what we really mean by such things as 
honours, specializations, majors, etc. A document is in the pipeline which 
will be coming to Senate fairly shortly and which will endeavor to start the 
debate on the structure of undergraduate programmes. 


Prof. Whitelaw reminded Senate that last year Senate decided that there 
should be Honours in Economics within the Bachelor of Commerce 
programme, the content of which was to be worked out in the course of the 
year. While the mechanisms for this working out were not made clear, 
nonetheless there was a document tabled in the Commerce Faculty at some 
point which suggests that students should see the respective Economics 
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Departments to find out what the programme is. Both Economics 
Departments believe that they have programmes; however, the Commerce 
and Administration Faculty is not aware of them and furthermore, the 
Commerce curriculum did not foresee a set of honours programmes in 
Commerce. On the other hand, they recognize that from the point of view of 
the Economists, it is quite appropriate to have honours in Commerce as well 
as honours in Arts. 


We have a situation where everyone is sitting tight thinking that whatever 
had to be done, has been done, while in point of fact it has not been done. 
However, we do have two programmes on paper and we have just found 
out within the last few days what will happen. He suggested that the content 
of these programmes be brought back to Senate at a later date as a formality, 
keeping in mind that there are various structures for the running of honours 
programmes and for processing honours students in the various Faculties. It 
was agreed that those programmes be brought to Senate and be placed on 
the agenda for the first meeting where it is possible to get them in. 


Faculty of Engineering and $.G.W. Computer Science 


With respect to U.C.C.C. recommendations on Computer Science, Prof. 
Whitelaw pointed out that item number | in the Addendum to document 
US-76-10-D] is a modification to recommendation number 2. Other than 
that, the changes in Engineering and Computer Science are minimal within 
the Faculty. 


Concerning the Certificate in Quality Control, Prof. Giguere advised that the 
courses in the programme are not creditable towards any University degree 
and were designed specifically to meet the objectives of the Quality Control 
programme. However, the Faculty of Engineering is willing to discuss the 
matter with other Faculties to determine which courses, if any, may be 
counted towards their respective degree programmes. 


With respect to the Computer Science course N-211, he advised that the 
matter was on the agenda of the Computer Science Committee of Senate and 
the Committee will be reporting back in due course. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VERSCHINGEL, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN 
ENGINEERING (DOC-US-76-10-D2) BE APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C. (DOC-US-76-10-D1 AND 
ADDENDUM). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Faculty of Fine Arts 


Concerning the curriculum changes in Fine Arts, Prof. Whitelaw pointed 
out that the changes in the addendum to US-76-10-DI relating to page 4, 
paragraph 4, should read "remove Cinema 427." 
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He recalled that a Task Force on Film under the chairmanship of the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, was established some months ago to investigate 
courses in film on both campuses, to consider the best use of resources and 
to make suggestions about the development of these two areas. The Task 
Force had urged the Departments concerned to set up a Joint Curriculum 
Coordinating Committee, which has recommended the approval of the 
proposed changes in Cinema and Communication Arts. U.C.C.C. felt it 
was in no better position than the Committee to assess the changes and has 
in fact accepted the recommendations of the Joint Curriculum Coordinating 
Committee. 


Prof. Bordan advised that the Task Force met regularly and intensively 
during the last Term and has drafted a recommendation which will be 
coming forward in its final report, that the University establish the Joint 
Curriculum Coordinating Committee. The Task Force has urged the two 
groups concerned to establish the Joint Committee, which they have done. 
As far as the report of the Task Force itself is concerned, it was agreed last 
spring that Dr. J.-E. O'Brien from the Communication Arts Department 
would write the report on behalf of the Committee and submit it to Prof. 
Bordan, Dean Breen and Dean Pinsky, who would look at it, criticize it if 
necessary, and circulate it to the other members of the Task Force. The Task 
Force would be reconvened in the Fall to consider the report. The report has 
not been submitted and the Task Force will be reconvened when the report 
is received. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PINSKY, SECONDED BY MS. TURINI, 
THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN FINE ARTS 
(DOC-US-76-10-D4; US-76-10-D5; US-76-10-D6) BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


S.G.W. Faculty of Arts 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CAMPBELL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ORNSTEIN, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE S.G.W. 
FACULTY OF ARTS (DOCS-US-76-10-D7; US-76-10-D8; 
US-76-10-D9) BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C. (DO-CUS-76-10-D1). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science 


In presenting the report from U.C.C.C. (DOC-US-76-10-D1), on the 
proposed curriculum changes in the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science, 
Prof. Whitelaw explained that recommendation # | was not to accept three 
proposed courses or modifications in the area of remedial English. 
U.C.C.C. is fairly advanced with a proposal in this area which should be 
coming to Senate before very long and it was therefore felt to be more 
appropriate for these proposals to be withdrawn, which the Department has 
agreed to do. In addition, it has been recommended that English 209 which 


was approved last year for the .-Sir George Williams Faculty of Arts, not 
be offered for the time being. 


On page 25 of document US-76-10-D10, Health L 445 and Health L 447 
should be corrected to read "Nursing L 445 and Nursing L 447" 
respectively. 


With respect to recommendation # 13, concerning the I.D.S. proposal for a 
major in Social Studies of Science and Technology, Prof. Whitelaw 
explained that U.C.C.C. is aware of the fact that this is an area where 
people seem to be coordinating and cooperating very well and it seemed 
appropriate to suggest that the courses existing in the Sir George Williams 
Faculty be offered on the Loyola campus until such time as an integrated 
programme could be devised. There is a suggestion in the addendum to 
document US-76-10-D1 that during this interim period, no changes be made 
in the course content without the agreement of both Chairmen involved. 


Concerning recommendation # 13 (DOC-US-76-10-D1 and addendum), 
Dean Breen explained that at the present time a Minor in Social Studies of 
Science and Technology and a proposal for a Major in this area has been 
made. He found it extremely difficult to accept the recommendation from 
U.C.C.C. as it was worded in document US-76-10-D1. He felt that 
U.C.C.C. had come to the conclusion that there was a similar Major 
programme in the S.G.W. Faculty of Arts and was therefore recommending 
that the proposal from the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science not be 
approved. Dean Breen would have preferred that if there are reservations 
like this, that the proposal be referred back to the Faculty Council so that the 
Council could discuss in what way the programmes are similar and/or 
different and the consequences of offering the programmes on both 
campuses in two different Faculties. He mentioned that he has already 
requested a report on this which will be discussed at the next Council 
meeting and he suggested that the whole matter be referred back to the 
Loyola Arts and Science Faculty Council. 


With respect to the statement in the addendum to document US-76-10-Dl 
concerning recommendation # 13 that "the Department has agreed to 
withdraw the proposal," Prof. Whitelaw explained that this was what had 
been reported at the last U.C.C.C. meeting. 


Prof. Hogben advised that as Director in control of the programme 
proposal, it was not intended that the proposal be withdrawn and he was 
therefore surprised to see the statement in the addendum to the U.C.C.C. 
report. He would much prefer to say that the department wishes to have the 
proposal referred back to the Faculty Council for further consideration and 
then resubmit it to Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HOGBEN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT THE MATTER CONTAINED IN SECTION 13.2 OF 
THE U.C.C.C. REPORT (DOC-US-76-10-D1), BE REFERRED BACK 
TO THE LOYOLA ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL FOR 


STUDY, WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF REINTRODUCING THE 
ORIGINAL PROPOSAL AT A LATER MEETING OF SENATE. 


Concerning the implication of the motion on section 13.3 in the U.C.C.C. 
report, it was explained that apart from recommendation # 13 the only new 
course that I.D.S. was asking for was L-343 (Sociology of Leisure), and 
I.D.S. still wished that that course be approved. 


It was pointed out that the proposed Major included some new courses and 
it was understood that both the Major and the new courses were being 
referred back. 


It was explained that there was no objection in U.C.C.C. to the idea of a 
Major itself, but rather it was a question of the form that the Major would 
take, that is, whether it would take the form of the Science and Human 
Affairs Major as it exists in the S.G.W. Faculty of Arts, or the form of the 
new proposal from the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


With respect to the Theology proposals outlined at the bottom of page 15 in 
document US-76-10-D1, it was explained that recommendation # 15 
concerns only three of the courses listed, that is Theology 410, 450, and 
400. The intention was to divide the three courses, which basically is a 
continuation of a practice that the Department has been using. The purpose 
of dividing the courses was first of all to serve new January entrants into the 
University; secondly, to serve students entering the programme in January 
and thirdly, to serve students who have atypical backgrounds such as those 
who are well educated but may lack credits in a certain area. The Department 
does not wish that such students should have to repeat the first part of the 
course, which would be counter-productive in every way. At the same time, 
the Department wished to retain those courses as continuous units because 
they were conceived in that way as in other Universities. Also, in the 
curriculum structure, these three courses are practically obligatory for all the 
advanced courses, that is, it is almost impossible to get around taking the 
three of them. It is the whole course that is obligatory as a prerequisite and 
not just the half course. Furthermore, the students wished to retain the full 
courses because they did not want to have a multiplication of final 
examinations which would occur if these courses were only offered as half 
courses. 


Support was voiced for the idea of maintaining a full course along side two 
half courses, it being argued that it was important in Science where the 
material is very sequential, not to allow a student to take the first half of a 
course in the second semester or in the first part of the year, and the second 
half a year later when a lot of the material has been lost from the mind of the 
student. It is important for a student to take the whole course in one year. At 
the same time, it was important to split these courses into two halves 
because a lot of the CEGEPS are offering elective courses beyond the 
entrance profile to the University which corresponds basically to the first 
half of our University I courses. We need the flexibility for incoming 


students not to have to take a six-credit course when they basically have the 
equivalent of the first half of the course. 


With respect to Recommendations # 13 and 15 in document US-76-10-Dl 
and statements in the addendum that the Departments have agreed to 
withdraw the proposals, it was argued that it was important to establish that 
the normal role is that Faculty Council curriculum proposals come to Senate 
in entirety along with the U.C.C.C. recommendations. In this way, if there 
is any misunderstanding about whether a department has withdrawn a 
proposal, it can still be discussed at the level of Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that we seem to have a problem arising out of 
recycling. When a matter goes back to a Faculty and the Faculty agrees to 
make a change there is no particular reason that this ancient history appear in 
the documentation that comes to Senate. On the other hand, when a Faculty 
maintains its position and U.C.C.C. is recommending otherwise, what we 
should have is what the Faculty has recommended along with the U.C.C.C. 
recommendations. 


It was pointed out that concerning the documents now before Senate, the 
curriculum proposals come from the Faculties and it is perfectly possible for 
the Faculty to draft a document according to their understanding and if the 
document has something left out, it is because the Faculty has not put it in. 
It was not a problem of procedures, which seemed to be appropriate, but 
rather the difficulty seems to be one of conciliation. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he would look into the matter. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY MR. 
RENNIE, THAT FOR THE COMING YEAR THE THREE SIX-CREDIT 
COURSES THEOLOGY 410 (WHICH NOW BECOMES 310), 
THEOLOGY 450 (WHICH NOW BECOMES 350), AND THEOLOGY 
400 (WHICH NOW BECOMES 300), ALL BE RETAINED. 


It was explained that the effect of the motion, if approved, would be to 
continue to offer the six credit courses and the three credit courses in 
parallel. 


Dr. O'Brien proposed that as an immediate solution Senate agree to retain 
the status quo with respect to the Theology courses, by whatever technical 
means can best be found and to perhaps instruct U.C.C.C. to reconsider the 
more general questions that have been raised around the practice of running 
half courses in parallel with full courses. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONPED BY DEAN BREEN, 
THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE LOYOLA FACULTY 
OF ARTS AND SCIENCE (DOC-US-76-10-D10) BE APPROVED 
EXCLUDING THOSE MATTERS DEALT WITH BY PREVIOUS 
MOTIONS, BUT OTHERWISE SUBJECT TO THE 
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RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C. (DOC-US-76-10-D1 AND 
ADDENDUM). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
S.G.W. Faculty of Science 


In presenting the report from U.C.C.C. (DOC-US-76-10-D1) on the 
S.G.W. Science Faculty curriculum changes (DOC-US-76-10-D11), Prof. 
Whitelaw drew Senate's attention to the proposal for a B.Sc. in Geography 
with various kinds of specialization in this area, noting that Geography 
degrees exist in other Universities both as B.A.'s and B.Sc.'s. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ENESCO, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE S.G.W. 
FACULTY OF SCIENCE (DOC-US-76-10-D11) BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-76-10-D1). 


Dean Verschingel advised that a proposal for a certificate in the Teaching of 
Science would be presented at the next meeting of Science. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


The Organization of Science at Concordia University 


Concerning the Organization of Science at Concordia, Dr. O'Brien 
expressed the feeling that we had a very good presentation and discussion 
of the issue at the last Senate meeting. He also felt that the various statistical 
questions that arose at that time and which were debated ended up 
essentially in a draw. In other words, the measurements of what happens 
elsewhere or what one type of organization does versus another, do not 
seem to be too likely to provide the key as to how Concordia should 
organize Science. We are going to have to use our own judgements, look at 
our own problems and apply our own wisdom to them. Also, the last 
meeting was largely taken up by people from Arts and Science talking about 
the organization of Arts and Science and Dr. O'Brien hoped that in a second 
round we would not simply hear from the same people presenting the same 
views. Rather, what we need at this point is to hear from those from other 
Faculties who participated less in the first round. 


He did not expect that substantive decisions would be taken today, all the 
more since we did not have the expectation that today would be the day on 
which the matter would be resolved. 


During the discussion, the hope was expressed that this particular meeting 
would come up with some form of resolution which will send the matter 
back to a level of discussion where it can be thought out in frank terms and 
that it not be left to Senate to conduct a debate where the issues are 
obviously too large to be decided in any short length of time. Responding to 
a question concerning a statement in his report that Loyola had separate 


Faculties of Arts and Science until the new University was founded, Prof. 
Bordan stated that he was puzzled when he read the section in Dean Breen's 
report which sets out to clarify this particular section in his own report. It 
made him wonder whether he had done his homework carefully or whether 
he had simply made a mistake. He was not trying to make a point, but rather 
he was simply attempting to state in his report what Loyola's history was as 
stated in the Loyola calendars from 1943 up to the date of the merger. He 
advised that for fourteen years the Loyola calendar stated that "Loyola 
College instituted its Faculty of Science in 1943 and its Faculty of 
Commerce in 1948." Between 1962/63 and 1970/71 there was an additional 
statement that "in 1943 a distinct Faculty of Science was established." 


Dean Breen explained that what happened was, if we define a Faculty in 
such a way that it means a programme leading to a degree in Science, then 
Loyola had a Faculty of Science in 1942 or 1943 which was when Loyola 
introduced a complete programme leading to a degree in Science. There was 
no such thing as a Faculty Council; there was one dean who was the Dean 
of Studies; there was one person responsible for the science programme 
which was almost like a department; all departments prepared their 
curriculum and submitted them to one common body which later became 
known as the Senate; and the curriculum committees were committees of 
Senate. In 1968 the Dean of Studies became the Academic Vice-President 
and the so-called programme areas became Faculties in the sense that they 
had a Dean in charge of them. Even then, we did not have Faculty 
curriculum committees or Faculty Councils. From one point of view one 
could say there were other Faculties, but not in the sense of Faculty 
structures as we understand them at the present time. 


He explained that the statements in the Calendar were there because Loyola 
wanted a University charter and wished to show that it was different from 
all of the other Colleges affiliated with the University of Montreal which 
offered only liberal arts degrees. 


With respect to a question raised concerning the ideal size for a Faculty, it 
was argued that a number of people who are preeminent in the subject have 
concluded through research that the question should not be whether the 
structure is too big or too small but rather whether or not there are people 
inside that structure who are able to deal with that question and who can 
propose alternatives to make it effective. 


It was argued that at the University level there seems to be a good deal of 
evidence that suggests that for undergraduate programmes you can do most 
of the basic and necessary things when you have around a thousand 
students and the case has been made, and made well, that much of the very 
best undergraduate education in North America has been provided in 
schools where there is a good deal of homogeneity among the faculty as to 
what they were attempting to do in the educational process. It may well be, 
however, that as you develop a heterogeneity in terms of educational 
philosophy that the optimum size changes. In our situation, it is impossible 
to answer the question of optimum size until you have first established the 
purpose or purposes you wish to achieve. 


It was suggested that it was worth thinking about the problem of alienation 
in the context of small Faculties and small departments. Both faculty and 
students can feel alienated in such small structures from the process of 
decision-making and we can possibly avoid this by moving towards a more 
unified structure. It is also possible in a small structure to become alienated 
from one's research and creative work by being required to serve on endless 
numbers of committees. In addition, one can feel isolated in a small 
department or small Faculty from not being able to find other faculty 
members or students to share one's intellectual orientation. The feeling was 
also expressed that one of the great advantages that has accrued to all of us 
from the merger of Sir George Williams and Loyola is that we have been 
able to transcend the kinds of local differences and local factions that have 
divided us in the past. One of the things that has impressed itself upon 
members of the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science in making their proposal 
is the importance of somehow pulling the University together in a way that 
will eliminate unhealthy rivalries and if we can do this we will all benefit 
from it. Finally, we need more time to pursue the implications of all of the 
proposals before Senate and to see just what infrastructures we can devise 
that will respond to the faculty and programmes that we have. 


The feeling was expressed that members of Senate seem to have a mistaken 
impression of what a Faculty structure should do. Given a set of goals there 
appears to be an assumption that if you set up the appropriate Faculty 
structure these goals will be realized. This is false. We have been repeatedly 
told that any Faculty structure will do and this is true because it is the people 
in an institution that will achieve those goals and not the Faculty 
structure-per se. What a faculty structure should do is not prevent people 
from achieving those goals. It was felt that a large Faculty such as the Arts 
and Science Faculty envisioned would serve, because of its size, to get in 
the way of people achieving those goals and a Faculty that large would be 
so caught up in just surviving from day to day that there would be no time 
to look at the long range goals or to try anything innovative. It was argued 
that we should therefore have a University Faculty of Science and while this 
begs the question of what to do about Arts, there did not seem to be a great 
deal of damage in having two separate Arts Faculties. In addition, it was 
suggested that we also need a structure to foster interdisciplinary studies, 
which could be either a Board or a Faculty, and which would have some 
kind of senior membership such as a Dean, etc., and which would also 
serve to distinguish us from McGill. 


Again, with respect to the question of size, the feeling was expressed that 
there was a concern about student alienation in relation to his or her 
department. It was argued that in University the fundamental and essential 
place for a student to relate to the University is at the departmental level and 
.looking at the two alternatives presently being discussed, regardless of 
which one we might approve, the size of the departments will be the same. 
Also, we could have two Faculties of equal size and within those Faculties 
different procedures can exist, where the procedures in one Faculty can be 
more alienating for the students. We can be more or less bureaucratic and 
more or less alienating, depending upon how we want to be. 


It was stated that the critical problem which we are not talking about is the 
relationship between the Dean and his office and the Departmental Chairmen 
and the departmental faculty members. The real problem is how does one 
relate to the Dean, to the Dean's office, and to the Faculty structure through 
the Departmental Chairmen and departmental committees. 


It was pointed out that we keep hearing over and over again that we are 
committed to death and faculty members are constantly being asked to serve 
on committees and it was argued that if we take the one Faculty on the 
Loyola campus and the two Faculties on the Sir George Williams campus 
and made them into one Faculty, there would be an immediate substantial 
reduction in the number of committees. It was also stated that while students 
may identify with a department to a larger degree, and depending on the 
orientation, faculty members may identify with a Faculty, students to a large 
extent identify with a campus. It was also felt that it was becoming more 
and more important that students leave University with an approach to 
looking at problems and with an understanding of the environment that 
doesn't focus only on one discipline or one viewpoint. Our structure should 
say that. 


Elaborating on the entrepreneurial reason for merger which he mentioned at 
the last Senate meeting, Dean Berczi suggested that there were basically two 
motivators. One is the negative motivation which is to eliminate those 
barriers which do not allow us to generate intellectual growth. On the 
positive side, the basic motivation is to create an environment which is more 
stimulating to intellectual growth. In this, there must be some clearly 
identified objective or goal which the new organization must follow, and 
which is different from the present one. If the objectives are to remain the 
same this positive motivation for merger is not there at all. 


He suggested that we must find a positive motivation for merger which 
requires that we spell out what we are expecting of our science organization 
whether separate or not. 


It was argued that in looking at the various organization alternatives, one of 
the things that must be considered is how can we increase our organizational 
efficiency in science. Also, concerns have been expressed that we do not 
want to damage some very important traditions that have developed on the 
Loyola campus such as interdisciplinary studies. We must reflect as well on 
the needs of our community. 


With respect to the size of a combined University Faculty of Arts and 
Science, it was argued that it would be too large from an external point of 
view. From the internal point of view it would cause problems of inertia and 
administrative efficiency and flexibility. Taking the approach of separate 
Faculties of Arts and Science, the problems arising from size would not be 
nearly as great, but we must then resolve the question of interdisciplinary 
studies and innovative methods of education. It was argued that an 
Interdisciplinary Board would provide a specific thrust for interdisciplinary 
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studies in the University; it would allow for community input; and finally, it 
would be new and innovative and clearly different from McGill. 


In concluding the discussion, Dr. O'Brien stated that he felt that Senate has 
had a useful discussion and one of a different kind than that which took 
place a week ago. He advised that the next Senate meeting is scheduled for 
one week from today and will deal primarily with the graduation lists. He 
suggested that since we do not appear to be at the point where any 
self-evident solution will appear and since there have been certain 
suggestions made which are not part of the three formal lists of choices 
contained in the documents presented at the beginning of the debate, Senate 
entertain the possibility that any individual or group that wishes formally to 
propose additional options be permitted to do so. It was agreed that anyone 
wishing to submit an additional option should contact the Secretary of 
Senate in advance of the next meeting. 


N.R.C. Grant per University 


Prof. Bordan distributed a document for information outlining the average 
NRC Grant per University in the areas of Biology, Chemistry, Geology, 
Mathematics, and Physics, broken down by Universities with combined 
Arts and Science Faculties and Universities with separate Faculties of Arts 
and Science. 


Adjournment 


It was agreed that the meeting be adjourned. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


J.W. O'Brien 
Chairman of Senate 


